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Summary of Comments On 
“Marine Protected Areas in Alaska: Recommendations for a Public Process” 

 
This document summarizes the main points of 27 written responses to a request for 
comments on “Marine Protected Areas in Alaska: Recommendations for a Public 
Process,” which was published by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game in July, 
20021. Comments were due by October 2, 2002. The written responses came from a 
variety of individuals, agencies, and organizations (Table 1), and together, represent a 
broad spectrum of viewpoints. The comments are generally very thoughtful and 
constructively critical, and demonstrate a high degree of interest and commitment to 
responsible marine resource management in Alaska. The Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game conveys these comments to the Board of Fisheries with the expectation that the 
comments will be valuable to the Board in dealing with marine protected area issues. 
 
 
Table 1. List of individuals, agencies, and organizations providing written responses. 
 

Number Comment Source 
1 Alaska - Division of Governmental Coordination 
2 Alaska Dept. of Law 
3 Alaska Dept. of Natural Resources 
4 Alaska Forest Association, Inc. 
5 Alaska Marine Conservation Council 
6 Brower, Gordon 
7 Bunker, Don N. 
8 Central Council Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska 
9 Chugach Alaska Corporation 
10 Conservation Fund 
11 Cook Inlet Keeper 
12 Cummings, Terry 
13 Defenders of Wildlife 
14 Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve 
15 Juneau Douglas F&G Advisory Committee 
16 Kandianis, Teressa 
17 Marine Conservation Alliance 
18 NANA Regional Corporation, Inc. 
19 Native Village of Eyak Traditional Council 
20 Ocean Conservancy 
21 Resource Development Council 
22 Scholz, Astrid  
23 Sloane, Scott - ADF&G, Commercial Fisheries Div., Region I 
24 Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance 
25 Taylor, Robin L., Senator 
26 Ugoretz, John - California DFG 
27 Wainwright, Nancy S.   

 

 
1 ADF&G. 2002. Marine Protected Areas in Alaska: Recommendations for a Public 
Process. Regional Information Report 5J02-08. Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game, Juneau. 
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1. Alaska Division of Governmental Coordination (DGC). 
 

a. The definition of marine protected areas is too broad and terms used require 
further definition. 

b. Clarify coordination with other agencies, especially Alaska Coastal Zone 
Management Program as coordinated by DGC, and clarify areas included. 

 
2.   Alaska Dept. of Law 

 
a. Report reflects a legally sound approach. 
b. Clarification of how the Board might best work with the Legislature to have a 

reserve designated. 
c. MPAs that only restrict fishing probably do not need legislative approval. 
d. Policy  and/or MPA proposals should specify how MPAs are to be modified 

in the future. 
 

3.   Alaska Dept. of Natural Resources 
 

a. Questions why the report deals with authorities not involving fisheries. 
b. Alaska’s response to the federal MPA initiative should be a global state 

process and not specifically focused on fisheries. 
c. Not clear why state parks and Areas Meriting Special Attention are included 

in the inventory as these do not restrict fishing.  
 
      4.   Alaska Forest Association, Inc. 
 

Asks for clarification on impact of the MPA program on the timber industry. 
 

5.   Alaska Marine Conservation Council 
 

a. Proposes revised definitions for MPAs. 
b. Supports rockfish reserves in the Gulf and Aleutian Islands. 
c. Supports full involvement of stakeholders in process and adoption of a clear 

policy with adequate timeframe. 
d. Supports a needs analysis, and conservation measures combining an 

incremental approach and a long-term goal if creating a system of reserves (p. 
6). 

e. Protection of sensitive marine habitats must include stakeholder input, even if 
there is a need for expedited review. 

f. Supports full involvement of stakeholders in reserve design, including site 
selection.  

g. Supports development of management plans. 
h. Stresses need to involve tribal organizations in planning. 
i. The inventory has areas listed that do not provide sufficient, year round 

protection to qualify under the federal definition for MPAs. Those areas are 
better termed Marine Managed Areas. A list of 6 areas left out is included, and 
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an error in the boundary of the no trawl area of the eastern Gulf of Alaska is 
noted. 

 
6.   Brower, Gordon 
 

Describes need for offshore protected areas for anadromous fish to protect 
subsistence needs. 

 
7.   Bunker, Don N. 
 

a. Opposes creation of more MPAs. Management is sufficiently conservative as 
is. 

b. Additional fishing restrictions will result in loss of jobs and negative impacts 
on economically depressed area of the state. 

 
8.   Central Council Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska 
 

Incorporate language specifically calling for coordination with federally 
recognized tribes of Alaska, and lists sections of report where to do this. This 
would be in accordance with the “Millennium Agreement” and with Board policy. 

 
9.   Chugach Alaska Corporation 
 

a. MPA designations could impair Chugach’s plans for economic development. 
Chugach and other ANSCA corporations should be involved in the public 
process early, given their need for access to tidelands and for subsistence use 
of marine waters. 

b. Scientific basis for establishment of MPAs in Alaska should come from the 
North Pacific, not elsewhere, and should be in place before MPAs are 
designated. 

c. Fears that nominations will be based not on science but on wish lists of 
environmental group’s intent on closing Alaska to commercial use. 

d. The MPA inventory doesn’t include EFH or HAPCs of federal program. How 
much is currently protected, and how will the state and federal designations 
relate? 

e. Funding should be secured to support the scientific and management planning 
processes.  

 
10.   The Conservation Fund 
 

a. Requests that a letter by the author and Dr. S. Earle in the Anchorage Daily 
News (8 June 1999) be included in comment record. The main points of that 
letter are: 

i. Alaska has a rich marine realm that drives Alaska’s ecology and economy. 
ii. The majority of Alaska’s conservation problems are in Alaska’s oceans, 

which in contrast to the land, has few protected habitats. 
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iii. A network of marine reserves should be designed by top scientists, 
beginning with existing protected areas, based on an identification of 
essential fish habitat in state waters, and given formal protection for 
conservation values.  

b. Ocean reserves should be considered on larger scales than mentioned in the 
report. 

c. Long-term benefits of an expansive marine conservation system will far 
outstrip short-term losses of those displaced. 

d. Marine reserves are needed to provide places where ocean life can proceed 
without the dominating and manipulating influences of humanity;  rationale of 
enhancing commercial fisheries is too limited. 

 
11.   Cook Inlet Keeper 
 

a. Supports MPAs to better protect uses of marine resources. 
b. Pollution controls and coastal habitat protection should be included as 

important issues in the MPA program (in addition to fishery issues).  
 
12.   Cummings, Terry 
 

Favors setting up MPAs in Alaska to safeguard plants and animals for generations 
to come. 
 

13.   Defenders of Wildlife 
 

a. The report is too heavily focused on use of MPAs for protecting fisheries.  
b. The MPA plan should be revised to address the broad spectrum of MPA 

purposes, and should use the California Marine Life Protection Act goals (list 
provided) as a foundation for the Alaska MPA process.  

c. Plan revision must be accompanied by additional opportunities for stakeholder 
input. 

 
14.   Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve 
 

a. Supports efforts to investigate and establish MPAs in Alaska. 
b. Consumptive interests should not exert undue influence in the MPA process.  
c. Ability to revoke reserve status and habitat protections defeats the MPA 

purpose and may undermine the entire process. 
d. The NPA is concerned about habitat impacts of scallop dredging west of the 

coastline between Icy Point and Cape Fairweather. 
e. Suggests a 1-2 year proposal review cycle, instead of 3 year, but recognizes 

benefits of 3 year cycle to allow superior or better thought out proposals. 
f. Experimental control closures should not be too small. 
g. Suggests a target date (e.g., 5-10 years) and revision schedule be established 

for management plans. 
h. Provides further citations on genetic issues. 
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i. Information as presented on cost estimates for the Glacier Bay compensation 
package is misleading.  

 
15.   Juneau Douglas Fish and Game Advisory Committee 
 

a. Recommends reformatting and rewording the definitions for MPAs 
b. Recommends that the public process include local Alaskan residents, advisory 

committees, and local stakeholders, and not allow outside environmental 
interests to dominate the process.  

c. Recommends that any proposed policy and decisions coming from the Board 
work session be provided for further review and comment.  

 
16.   Kandianis, Teressa (Kodiak Fish Company) 
 

The report is missing all information on the Alaska scallop fishery and all the 
areas closed to scallop fishing full and part time. Offered to comment on that 
information if it was to be included prior to end of comment period (those 
changes were not made to the report in the comment period). 

 
17.   Marine Conservation Alliance 
 

a. Encourages Board’s careful deliberation on the MPA issue. 
b. Offers general tenets:  

i. MPAs can serve legitimate management objectives if they are scientifically 
justified, have clear goals, and incorporate monitoring. 

ii. Scientific justification should be oriented towards reducing known adverse 
impacts. Alaska-specific data are needed on effectiveness of MPAs. 

iii. State and federal regulators have ample authority to designate de facto 
MPAs, and these authorities should be considered in deliberations on 
limiting marine area use. The North Pacific already has a substantial 
network of protected areas in place. No new no-take reserves should be 
created until MPAs are properly defined and goals identified. 

iv. Encourages establishment of MPA guidelines with a science-driven and 
transparent public process as is used in current state and federal fishery 
management.  

c. MPA definitions need more careful delineation. 
d. Some of the goals have too narrow a habitat focus that may be misdirected. 
e. Enhancing fishery yields is a laudable goal but many MPA plans call for TAC 

reductions.  
f. Affected community should not be defined as just local communities. 
g. More descriptions are needed of how scientific planning will be addressed. 
h. Needs analysis should be better defined as to how decisions will be made, and 

by whom. 
i. Focusing on hot-spots may result in closing the best fishing grounds. 
j. Site selection decisions require greater staff and expertise than may be 

available to the Board. 
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k. Difficult to know effect of effort shifts resulting from closures. 
l. Stability is not an acceptable goal for depressed or new fisheries.  
m. There is no clear evidence demonstrating that corals and sponges promote 

greater biological diversity. 
n. Management plan will need scientific guidance. 
o. Lack of funding for the MPA process is a major concern. 
p. Encourages development of monitoring and evaluation plan with independent 

scientists participating. 
q. Much of the literature reviewed in Appendix II on MPA benefits is not 

applicable, so that positive conclusions are inappropriate. The Georges Bank 
scallop example is fraught with experimental error and the supposed benefits 
of closure to scallop production could be explained by other factors.  

r. MPA models are of little value in determining potential benefits. 
s. Costs of closures should include potential effects of higher bycatch and 

consumer surplus effects. 
t. Percentage-based goals (e.g., 20%) for reserve size are inappropriate, but if 

used, should take into account current de facto MPAs. 
u. Reserve network concept is dependent on larval dispersion patterns, which are 

almost unknown for Alaska. 
v. Coverage recommendations represent extreme views of some MPA advocates, 

and the discussion is too sketchy and should be discarded. 
 
18.   NANA Regional Corporation, Inc. 
 

a. A balance is needed between resource protection and development, in order 
for communities to grow and maintain an economic base. 

b. NANA and other arctic organizations (listed in letter) should be actively 
involved in MPA decision process, especially for Northwest Alaska. 

c. NANA is concerned with how MPAs would affect NANA lands and their 
development, as well as affects on communities and shareholders. 

 
19.  Native Village of Eyak Traditional Council 
 

a. Federally recognized Tribes are conspicuously absent from the report. 
b. The role of Tribes needs to be fully recognized in the report and the process, 

including in Appendix D and as regards culturally important sites.  
c. A cohesive process for tribal involvement is essential and could be modeled 

after the British Columbia example (guiding principles are listed in the letter). 
 
20.   The Ocean Conservancy 
 

a. Recommendations need to be more assertive; process and task force should be 
formalized to make permanent and to allow time to develop an MPA network 
in Alaska. 

b. Suggests more clear and consistent definitions of MPA types; MPAs should 
be defined as those with year-round protection, as in the federal definition. 
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c. The focus of the report should be broadened beyond fisheries management to 
address other MPA issues so as to include greater stakeholder involvement, 
or, the report title should be changed. 

d. Numerous other specific comments, only a few summarized here: 
i. Table proposals (e.g., #402) should be allowed to move forward. 

ii. MPA task force should become the MPA review committee, and proposals 
should be allowed each year. 

iii. Experts as well as stakeholders should be involved in the process, especially 
when there are biological objectives. 

iv. Timely and expedient action is needed. 
v. The needs analysis should be applied to all stocks with identifiable 

spawning and nursery areas, to all stocks with uncertain assessments, and to 
all stocks with uncertainties or difficulties in controlling exploitation rates. 

vi. Needs analysis should prioritize the resources, habitats and ecosystems 
based on need for remediation and/or protection. 

vii. Several suggestions on reserve site selection: threshold ecological criteria 
need clarification; reserves may improve social and economic stability, but 
may not be realized in the short-term; site selection should have a more 
objective basis than social and political acceptability. 

viii. Reduction of fishing mortality is the most basic factor for generating 
benefits within reserves, and these benefits are highly likely for classes of 
fish or invertebrates with similar life histories (tropical relative to Alaskan).  

 
21.   Resource Development Council 
 

a. Uncomfortable with prospects for increasing the state’s regulatory regime 
without identifying a clear need.  

b. What specific management need will a future MPA program address?  The 
MPA task force and Board should identify this before continuing. 

c. What will be the costs to the fishing and non-fishing industries? 
 
22.   Scholz, Astrid 
 

a. Socioeconomic concerns are paramount with stakeholders and fishermen.  
b. It is important to obtain socioeconomic information early in the process.  
c. Socioeconomic models are now available. 

 
23.   Sloane, Scott – ADF&G, Commercial Fisheries Div., Region I 
 

Questions remain regarding the monitoring effort: who does it, who pays for it, 
and who is responsible for keeping the data? Will funding be state or federal? 
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24.   Southeast Alaska Fishermen’s Alliance 
 

a. Clarify that marine reserves, marine fishery reserves, and protected marine 
habitats are subsets of MPAs, and that the latter 2 can be created by the Board, 
but marine reserves require legislative designation.  

b. Marine reserves are to be determined by local Alaskans and not outside 
interests. Local fish and game advisory committees could be the only vehicle 
for submitting proposals for marine reserves. 

c. Objects to relying on models developed elsewhere. 
d. Provide many opportunities for comment; do not rush the process. 

 
25.   Taylor, Senator Robin L. 
 

a. The board and the department appear to be extending their jurisdiction beyond 
constitutional and legislative authority. 

b. The board and the department should reconsider the MPA effort and re-
prioritize the focus to solutions for an economically distressed commercial 
fishing industry. 

 
26.   Ugoretz, John – California Dept. of Fish & Game 
 

a. Provides edits on the review of the California MPA process. 
b. Questions the cited criticisms of the Merritt Island (Florida) study, suggesting 

that those criticisms were incorrect. 
c. Suggests looking at economic cost data for the Tortugas reserve (Florida), 

which were not as high as expected. 
 
27.   Wainwright, Nancy S. 
 

a. Suggests identifying predominant interests and impacts to marine resources in 
each geographic region of the state to facilitate creation of MPAs. 

b. Gives example of oil and gas on North Slope, and the relationship between 
discharges and/or diversion of river flow and fish migration.  

c. Suggests that tribal governments should be involved early in this process.

















































































































































 



 

 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game administers all programs and activities free 
from discrimination based on race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, marital 
status, pregnancy, parenthood, or disability. The department administers all programs and 
activities in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, the 
Age Discrimination Act of 1975, and Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972. 
 
If you believe you have been discriminated against in any program, activity, or facility, or 
if you desire further information please write to ADF&G, P.O. Box 25526, Juneau, AK 
99802-5526; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 4040 N. Fairfield Drive, Suite 300, 
Arlington, VA 22203 or O.E.O., U.S. Department of the Interior, Washington DC 20240. 
 
For information on alternative formats for this and other department publications, please 
contact the department ADA Coordinator at (voice) 907-465-4120, (TDD) 907-465-3646, 
or (FAX) 907-465-2440. 
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